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AppUcantisundersaobligationtosubmitevidenceofncobviousness. Id. In the mst^t cje, 
the Examinerhas not pointed to^evidenceinFredlund or howknowledgeof^osesk.Ued.n 

the art. provideasuggestionormotivationton.odi^ the reference teacMng so as t^ 
claimed invention of claim 1 of a single order with multiple recipiei.ts. See In r. ZurKo, 59 
U S P Q.2d 1693 (Fed. Cir. 2001) (ffln a determinaaon of patentabiHty .... the Board cannot 
simply ^ch conclusions based on its understanding or experience - or on its assessment of what 
would be basic knowledge or common sense. Rather, the Board must point to some concrete 
evidence in the record in support of these findings). 

Under Vaeck, .bsent any evidence of a cited suggestion or reasonable motivation m the 
Fredlund Cok reference, or knowledge of those skilled in the art, for a single order spccfymg 
aplurality of recipients.p.ima/a./e obviousness of claim 1 (and dependent claims) has not been 
established- As such, it is respectfuUy requested that1he§ 103(a) rejection of independent 
claims (and dependent claims) be withdrawn and Hie claims be allowed. 

Here, neither Fredlund nor Cok show the missing elements of the independem clamis 
«ised above, namely a method of distributing image prims printed on a pluraUty of printers to a 
plurality of recipients, the method comprising: receiving an order specifying a plurality of 
recipients and, for each specified recipient, a set of one or more images associated with that 
recipient; ^d for each recipient specified by the order, separating ihe images associated with the 
recipient into at least one printable unit of images to pnnerate a conti puous nin of prmts for the 
recipient . 

Hence, Fredlund, Cok, Shaked. Chan, Gringeri, Zom, Juan. Church and Robertson, smgly 
or in combination, cannot render the independent claims obvious. With xespect to the dependent 
claims, they are allov^ible because they depend from allowable independent claims. 



rmsjCLUSlON 

AppUcants believe that Ihe above discussion is ftUly responsive to all grounds of rejection 

set for the in the Office Axrtion. 

if for any reasons the Examiner believes a telephone conference would in any way 
expedite resolution of the issues raised in this appeal, the Examiner is invited to telephone the 
undersigned at 408-528-7490. 
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Res^iectfuUy submitted. 
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